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Introduction
When analysis began on the qualitative aspects of entrepreneurship back in the 1960s (McClelland, 1961; Collins and Moore, 1964) , researchers focused their attention on determining the psychological characteristics and factors of personality to distinguish entrepreneurs from non-entrepreneurs, and those who were likely to be successful in business from those who were not (Gibb, 1990; Amit et al., 1993) . It is unlikely that the functions of an entrepreneur are carried out by a single individual in a firm. This might possibly be the case of microfirms (firms with less than ten workers), as there is a reduced degree of complexity and the owner is capable of controlling the majority of aspects surrounding the firm's activity. This is not true, though, of bigger businesses and even less so in those in the category of large enterprises, where the existence of work teams is necessary to ensure that these functions are carried out with a certain guarantee of success. We will see, throughout this paper, the confirmation of the need for aspects traditionally associated with the figure of the entrepreneur to be transmitted to the organization's collective as a whole and for the existence of collective entrepreneurship.
The entrepreneurial spirit and the work team Individual entrepreneurship does not add up to collective entrepreneurship, but a small business owner can affect the behaviour and attitudes of subordinates to create the conditions for increasing collective entrepreneurship (Lounsbury, 1998) . Therefore, a strong entrepreneurial leader should influence the organization, thus making it more entrepreneurial as a whole.
In relation to collective entrepreneurship (Stewart, 1989) , it can be stated that "the concept of entrepreneurial teams of employees may be rather unconventional, but it is consistent with the opportunity-centred interpretation of entrepreneurship". This interpretation does not centre on individuals and personalities. So, the concept of collective entrepreneurship redirects attention away from popularly held conceptions of the "entrepreneur as hero" (Reich, 1987) , focusing attention on the work team, bearing in mind that the fundamental aspects of the work team are that of creativity and innovation. Good collaboration reflects the ability for people to work together for their mutual benefit (Haskins et al., 1998; Scott, 1999) . Therefore, the capability and creativity of one individual entrepreneur is always limited. Working together, members of an SME (small to medium-sized enterprise) could also contribute to innovation. Small business owners might benefit from giving more consideration to a leadership role that contributes profoundly to the innovation performance of the small business than its entrepreneurship role. In short, collective entrepreneurship must emerge from the collaboration of individuals, not from coercion or contracts. Moreover, there is no guarantee that entrepreneurship at an individual level will be automatically transferred to a collective. Indeed, it is reasonable to suggest that businesses would profit from creating the conditions of leadership in the organization that are conducive to enabling the transmission of entrepreneurial spirit from the single, individual (entrepreneur) to the group or collective (work team). It is our objective to focus our attention on the leadership conditions that are conducive to the transmission of the aforementioned entrepreneurial spirit to the work team.
Leadership and the conditions of transmission Reich (1987) pointed out that collective entrepreneurship does not eliminate the need for an individual leader. Leaders of such collectively entrepreneurial organizations or teams understand how to foster creative collaboration (Bennis and Biederman, 1998) . Thus, heads of organizations can encourage others to create remarkable outcomes through collective collaboration. Stewart (1989) states that "individual leadership is a crucial part of the entrepreneurial process (of the team)". Despite arguing that the rate of change and technological complexity of the modern business world has brought an end to the idea that we can depend upon a hero figure or leader for outstanding achievements, Bennis and Biederman (1998) declare, in their study, that "great leaders are important for the creation of great groups". However, in our analysis, leaders are great, not because they are non-conformist, individual or heroic entrepreneurs but Importance of leadership because they can guide their staff towards the achievement of successful results through "creative collaboration". Studies on leadership have identified several leadership styles or behaviours, with the consequent conclusions on their effectiveness that take into account success on a collective level (Parker, 1990) and the behaviour of the players involved, as well as assessments by top level leaders (Yukl, 1998) . In our study, we focus on team leadership, in other words, the behaviour of work team leaders. In line with the theory of social learning (Weiss, 1977) , we believe that the team leader affects the attitudes and behaviour of other team members, creating the necessary conditions for relations of collective entrepreneurship and, therefore, enabling the transmission of the entrepreneurial spirit to the work team. As we previously suggested, a strong entrepreneurial leader can influence other individuals so that they too are imbued with more of an entrepreneurial spirit. However, individuals alone do not make up the ingredients of collective entrepreneurship (Hampden-Turner and Trompenaars, 1995) . Together with the help of orientation from the firm, team leaders must create a context that allows relations of collective entrepreneurship to emerge. However, it should be stressed that different styles of leadership can have different influences on the capacity to transmit the entrepreneurial spirit and thus, here we compile some of the predominant leadership styles (Morrison, 2000; Sorenson, 2000) : relationship-oriented (such as doing personal favours for subordinates, looking out for their welfare or accepting their suggestions), task-oriented (such as maintaining performance, asking subordinates to follow standard procedures and regulations and making them see the importance of meeting deadlines) and participative leadership (encouraging and facilitating the participation of subordinates in making decisions that would ordinarily be made by the leader alone). These ideas are expressed in Figure 1 .
Leadership styles will either help to facilitate or discourage the building of such competences within small businesses (Bennis and Biederman, 1998 ). An entrepreneur is able to adopt certain leadership styles or behaviour to encourage employees to work 45, 7 together to generate innovation for small businesses (Lee et al., 2005) . Leadership styles could help to promote small business innovation but such a relationship is mediated by collaboration among members of a small business. According to Yukl (1998) , leadership contribution to team or organizational outcomes is mediated by subordinates' attitudes and their level of cooperative behaviour. Bennis and Biederman (1998) point out that organizational experts make sacrifices to ensure a cooperative atmosphere. We propose that leadership styles do not directly affect the innovation outcomes of a small business, although their contribution to small business innovation is mediated by collaboration among members of that business.
Relationship-oriented leadership
Studies show that leaders who adopt a relationship-oriented style are truly interested in people and their social interaction (Sorenson, 2000) . Such leaders tend to provoke an increase in collaboration and team work, have a strong identification with the organization and the team, and are committed to producing satisfactory outcomes. Key behavioural components of a relationship-based leadership style include: support, development, recognition and consultation of other individuals (Yukl, 1998) . In the analysis of behaviour associated with a relationship-oriented leadership style, it has come to light that support is closely related to positive attitude and behaviour on the part of the subordinate and to interactive behaviour between collaborators/work colleagues. In addition, it is possible that the subordinate will then imitate the leader's supportive behaviour (Weiss, 1977) and so offer positive support and an efficient working relationship to others, thereby achieving an approximation to creative collaboration (Haskins et al., 1998) .
The tendency of a relationship-based leadership style to develop, recognize and reward subordinates increases the likelihood of achieving greater commitment to the team and its tasks, as well as the willingness and satisfaction of contributing to the team's success. This reasoning leads to the following hypotheses on team leadership and collective entrepreneurship.
H1.
A relationship-oriented leadership style will positively enhance the chances of transmitting the entrepreneurial spirit to the work team.
Task-oriented leadership
Task-oriented leaders put all their efforts into functions aimed at carrying out tasks such as: planning or organization, activities related to coordination and providing the necessary help, as well as supplying equipment and technical assistance for subordinates to carry out their work adequately. Task-oriented leaders structure and define their own rules and those of their subordinates. They supervise their on-site subordinates closely, and keep a close check on the fulfilment of pre-established goals and objectives (Likert, 1961; 1967) . Those who adopt a totally task-based leadership style like to keep their psychological distance from those of inferior rank and often appear cold and distant (Blau and Scott, 1962) , tending simply to ignore feelings and attitudes towards subordinates. These leaders define the structures where their inferiors are placed, establish the rules that others follow, explain what to do and how to do it, determine ways in which tasks are to be completed (Hersey and Blanchard, 1977) , and search for new approaches to solving problems. These are all aspects that increase the likelihood that the subordinate will increasingly depend on the leader and, Importance of leadership therefore, the initiative and creativity of the subordinate becomes nullified. Task-oriented leaders can help their subordinates to collaborate through designing the jobs they are required to perform, along with coordination and other measures, particularly when the work is carried out in teams and coordination becomes an essential part of the leader's function (Yukl, 1998) . However, collaboration that is coordinated and initiated by leaders is often more functional than relational (Bennis and Biederman, 1998; Haskins et al., 1998) . They are often the "individual heroes" (Reich, 1987) , who are characterized by a heightened need for achievement (McClelland, 1961) , possess an aggressive personality and demand a high level of autonomy (Downtown, 1973) . They contribute to the level of team (or firm) entrepreneurship (Miller, 1983) as individual businesspeople, though not as part of collective entrepreneurship. Basing our ideas on the previous assumptions, we will contrast the following hypothesis, considering the relation between a task-oriented leader and the collective entrepreneurship of the team.
H2.
A task-oriented leadership style will reduce the chances of transmitting the entrepreneurial spirit to the work team.
Participative leadership
The majority of studies on leadership styles consider "participative leadership" as a different style to the relation-oriented or task-oriented styles (Bass, 1990) . Essentially, participative management is a style of leadership in which managers share the decision-making process with other members of the organization. Participative leadership efficiently guides the leader's efforts towards motivating and facilitating the participation of subordinates in making decisions (Harber et al., 1991; Cole et al., 1993) , which, under other circumstances, could be made by the leader alone. Including subordinates in decision-making is often necessary for decisions to be approved and seen through to a successful conclusion. Leaders frequently involve subordinates in making decisions that will directly affect them, inviting individuals to participate in strategic thinking (Bowen and Lawler, 1995) . Participative leadership at the highest level involves delegating decision-making to subordinates. Participative leaders motivate subordinates to assume responsibilities for their own work, encouraging, favouring and rewarding all behaviour and ideas aimed at satisfying the needs of innovation (Bowen and Lawler, 1992) , thereby improving the organization's performance (Hermel, 1990) . However, Ribeiro (2003a) points out in his analysis of SMEs that it is functions rather than responsibilities that are delegated. Participative leaders use groups that help to increase personal interaction between team members, mutual obligation and responsibility, bringing the team closer together as a group (McGrath, 1984) . Participative leaders often use formal and informal group meetings in order to facilitate the participation of subordinates in decision-making, which leads to improvement in communication and enables conflicts to be resolved (Deakins et al., 2005) . In this study, our focus does not focus on how participative leadership will affect the quality of decisions taken; a research topic widely studied in the literature on leadership (Vroom and Jago, 1988) . We address the question of how the participative leader will influence the attitudes and interactions of the team, and consequently influence collective entrepreneurship. Finally, we believe that a participative style will influence team members so that they become open to the opinions, ideas and suggestions of others (Weiss, 1977) .
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Participative leadership has the potential to positively encourage team members to assume positive attitudes toward their work, the team and their leaders. Similarly, participative leaders have a positive impact on building personal and professional relationships. This idea can be expressed in the following hypotheses:
H3. A participative leadership style will positively enhance the chances of transmitting the entrepreneurial spirit to the work team.
The influence of the entrepreneurial leader on the model Having put forward these hypotheses, we consider that the relations between the variables of attitude and behaviour relevant to team members as well as a particular style of leadership, will have an effect on the basic conditions necessary for transmitting the entrepreneurial spirit to the work team and, therefore, on the development of collective entrepreneurship in the firm. Consequently, we feel it is right to stress the importance of the necessary presence or absence of the entrepreneurial nature of the leader as the carrier of that spirit of enterprise which is intended to be transmitted to the group, as well as the need to analyse these variables with a view to establishing how they are interrelated. In order to be able to name the factors that explain the existence of collective entrepreneurship in the firm and, therefore, the desire to transmit the spirit of enterprise within the organization (e.g. innovation-creativity, pro-activity-autonomy, risk-taking and the search for growth), the inclusion of an additional variable in our model becomes essential. This will allow us to verify whether the existence of collective entrepreneurship is dependent upon the presence of an entrepreneur, a question which is laid down in the following hypothesis:
H4. The probability of transmitting the entrepreneurial spirit to the work team and, therefore, fomenting the existence of collective entrepreneurship in the work team is directly and positively associated with the existence of an entrepreneurial leader.
Method

Sampling procedures and measures
The sample of firms studied was taken from the ARDÁ N Business Directory of the IMPIVA (Valencian Small and Medium-Sized Industrial Institute), where SMEs from the Valencia region, and other areas of Spain from the industrial, commercial and service sectors are listed. More than 500 firms were contacted at random, of which only 114 entrepreneurs agreed to be interviewed face-to-face. Before applying the questionnaire for the purposes of this paper, which was based on others of similar characteristics (Ribeiro, 2003b (Ribeiro, , 2004 , it was pre-tested by a group of experts made up of professors and researchers from several members of the Editorial Board of the International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal (Springer). All the members of this group are experts in this topic and in the field of statistics applied to social sciences. Once modifications had been made following the suggestions from this team of experts, we began the field work. The definitive structure of the questionnaire is shown in the Appendix.
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Statistical analysis
Hypotheses were tested via the following procedures. Firstly, a structural equation modelling technique was applied to test our hypotheses via path analysis for the sample of each type of leadership, analysing whether they have a direct impact on the level of collective entrepreneurship when the leader is an entrepreneur. Using LISREL 8 (Joreskog and Sorbom, 1993) , we estimated the parameters of our research model and tested the validity of the measurement of whether different leadership styles have an impact on organizational collective entrepreneurship. This approach enabled a comprehensive and confirmatory assessment of both the convergent and discriminant validity of all constructs used in the model. Secondly, the same structural equation model for the sample of non-entrepreneurial leaders was applied. The approach not only further validated our measurement model, but also enabled us to compare the standardized path coefficients across the two samples.
Choice of explanatory observable variables of the latent variables determined in the model
To successfully develop a model that includes latent variables, it is necessary to consider a wide variety of potential measurements of the factors in order to then go on to select a greatly reduced group (two or three per variable) that encompasses all the relevant information with regard to the latent factor. The most suitable way of choosing the measurement variables for each factor (latent variable) consists of carrying out a series of confirmatory factorial analyses. Using the results of part of a questionnaire designed to this effect, the relevant sections of which are included in the appendix, we established that the variables with the highest standardized coefficients for a relationship-oriented style of leadership were as follows: 
PE3_4: Groups.
These variables appear in the model as:
Finally, the resulting model established from the confirmatory factorial analyses for the generation of collective entrepreneurship, factors with the highest values of standardized coefficients, were as follows:
.
PF1_8: Voluntary contributions.
PF1_2: Transmission of the teamwork ethic.
PF1_10: Accumulation of talent.
These variables appear in our model as:
PF1_2: Transmission of the teamwork ethic ¼ EMPCOL_2.
PF1_10: Accumulation of talent ¼ EMPCOL_3.
Results
From the results given above, it is possible to obtain an approximation of what might be the effect of the total direct impact of each leadership style on the transmission of collective entrepreneurship to the work team. The estimation obtained is shown in Figure 2 . Formally, the structural part of the model is given by the equation:
For which the following estimation was obtained: In brackets, and underneath each coefficient, appears the value of the t statistic associated with the null contrast of each coefficient, which is asymptotically distributed as a t student value with 48 degrees of freedom. The fact that the values are greater than 1.96 suggests that the coefficients are not null and that the three styles of leadership have a significant impact on collective entrepreneurship.
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Validation of the model According to the values shown in Table I , the null hypothesis of the model's goodness of fit can be accepted ( p-value ¼ 0.112). The goodness of fit index (Table II) is also high (0.80), thus confirming the validity of the model. In light of the results obtained and due to the opportunity provided for carrying out new approximations that, potentially, would allow us to obtain further information with a view to adding further dimensions to our study, we proceeded to carry out a new analysis in an attempt to explain the impact that the entrepreneurial or non-entrepreneurial character of the leader has on the probability of transmitting the entrepreneurial spirit to the work team, according to the style of leadership applied in the organization. The results obtained for entrepreneurial and non-entrepreneurial leaders are shown in Figures 3 and 4 , respectively. The structural equations for the multi-sample model are expressed as:
where the superindices e and ne refer to the coefficients of the structural equation for the groups of entrepreneurial and non-entrepreneurial leaders, respectively.
The estimation obtained for entrepreneurial leaders is as follows: In brackets, and underneath each coefficient, appears the value of the t statistic associated with the null contrast of each coefficient, asymptotically distributed as a t student value with 102 degrees of freedom. It can be observed that the values of the t 
Validation of the entrepreneurial models
According to the values in Table I , the null hypotheses for the model's goodness of fit are acceptable ( p-value ¼ 0.085). The validity of the model (Table II) is confirmed by the values (0.78) of the goodness of fit index and by the average quadratic error.
Final contrast of the existing relation At this point, it was necessary to carry out a contrast of the null hypothesis that the values of the two coefficients associated with the same variable (styles of leadership) were equal in the previous structural equations. We used the following procedure:
We estimated the original model and obtained the goodness of fit Chi-squared statistic, represented by x1.
. We opposed equality restrictions and estimated the restricted model by again obtaining the goodness of fit Chi-squared statistic, represented by x0.
. We calculated the contrast statistic D ¼ x0 2 x1
Under the null hypothesis, D is asymptotically distributed as a Chi-squared value with degrees of freedom given by the difference between the degrees of freedom of the general and restricted models. we reject the hypothesis that the coefficients are equal when the p-value is lower than that level.
The outcome of the aforementioned contrast is shown in Table III . We can thus reject the null hypothesis that the impact of a leadership style based on relationships is identical among entrepreneurial and non-entrepreneurial leaders. There is insufficient empirical evidence to suggest that the other two styles of leadership have differing levels of impact with regard to the two types of leader.
Conclusions
On analysing the results obtained from applying the multi-sample analysis, it can be seen that a leadership based on relationships, (coefficient ¼ 0:54) shows a positive impact, with an intensity of more than double that of participative leadership (coefficient ¼ 0:23). It can also be concluded that a task-oriented leadership style reduces the chances if transmitting the entrepreneurial spirit to the work team by having a negative influence (coefficient 2 0.23) on the generation of collective entrepreneurship in the firm. However, a participative leadership style (coefficient þ 0.23) and, to an even greater extent, leadership based on relationships (coefficient þ 0.54), both increase this capacity; thereby confirming H1, H2 and H3.
Moreover, when we incorporate the entrepreneurial or non-entrepreneurial aspect of the leader, it can be seen that:
. Relationship-oriented leadership and task-oriented leadership, when the CEO is of an entrepreneurial nature; the former showing a positive sign (0.92) and the latter a negative one (2 0.31).
. Task-oriented leadership and participative leadership, when the CEO is non-entrepreneurial. The first group is negative (2 0.16 ) and the second, positive (0.45).
One conclusion from this analysis is that, although a task-oriented leadership style appears to reduce the capacity to generate collective entrepreneurship, and, therefore, the chances of transmitting the entrepreneurial spirit to the work team, regardless of the entrepreneurial or non-entrepreneurial nature of the leader, the impact of the other two leadership styles does appear to depend on this factor. Therefore, when the leader is entrepreneurial, a relationship-oriented style of leadership is positive (0.92), where the leader can allow their entrepreneurial capabilities to flow freely among team members due to the importance they give to people and their relationships, the support, rewards and personal consideration they offer and, above all, the respect, acceptance Importance of leadership and concern they show for the needs and of their subordinates, while the impact of participative leadership is relatively small. In addition, when the CEO is not inclined to be entrepreneurial, participative leadership (0.45) appears to be the most suitable style to adopt enabling the generation of new assets of collective entrepreneurship in the organization. In this case, CEOs are likely to integrate the potential entrepreneurial capacity that the leaders themselves do not possess, of certain team members into the decision-making process. Under such circumstances, our conclusion would be that the leader tends to rely on the group to compensate for their own managerial shortcomings by sharing the decision-making process. By involving collaborators in such tasks, the organization obtains better ratios of communication, collaboration and problem-solving, all of which leads to the cooperative construction of collective personal relationships.
Lastly, we conclude that, although it cannot be confirmed that the probability of transmitting the entrepreneurial spirit to the work team and, therefore, the existence of collective entrepreneurship in the work team is directly and positively associated with the existence of an entrepreneurial leader (H4), it can be accepted that the influence of leadership in transmitting entrepreneurial spirit to the work team does not depend on the previous existence of an entrepreneurial leader, but on a particular style of leadership in accordance with the entrepreneurial nature of the leader.
Limitations and future research
We have attempted to explain the dependent variable "transmission of the entrepreneurial spirit -collective entrepreneurship" through a series of factors (latent variables in our model), which are non-observable variables. This fact forced us to use variables that could provide us with an idea of which latent variables could be used to analyse collective entrepreneurship within the firm. In this context, our models contain the relations of "causality" between these latent variables, assuming that the variables observed therein are indicators or symptoms of those other variables. This could be considered as a limitation to our analysis as the study of covariance between two variables refers simply to the fact that certain given values for a variable are associated with those given for the other variable and, thus, the essential difference lies in the fact that the causal relationship assumes that any change in one of the variables (the cause) will force a variation in the other (the effect). It should also be pointed out that the size of the sample may have had some effect on the results of the study. With a larger sample, the results could have been broken down by sectors or by regions. Despite the fact that the sample obtained is sufficient for the structural models, and thus for the variance-covariance matrix, it is possible that the desirable sample size for the application of a multi-sample analysis might be considered close to the limit. It would therefore be advisable, in future research, to increase the sample and thus contrast whether there is a variation in the results obtained, thereby improving the estimations contained in our conclusions.
Another aspect to consider with regard to the limitations of this research is the fact of not having considered different variables as explanatory variables for the models or even additional latent ones along with those considered in our models. In our opinion, the variables contained in the models were sufficient to show the necessary impact in order to explain the defined dependent variable. However, we are aware both of the possibility of increasing the number of latent variables and of substituting some of the variables used here for others with greater explanatory possibilities. Therefore, we believe that this could provide the next step in this line of research that would improve the overall vision of the current structural design of organizations and of the influence of the leader as suggested by the new models contained in this study. At the same time, we consider it suitable to initiate a new line of research related to the performance of the organization and the implication and repercussions this may have for the existence of work teams, in this study referred to as e-teams. With regard to the practical applications of the model of relationships included herein, we believe that the model has important applications for the process of incorporating new CEOs into the organization. The foreseeable attitude or style of leadership based on previous knowledge of their entrepreneurial or non-entrepreneurial nature will determine their model of relations and will provide previous information on their management capabilities.
